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PROJECT CONSTANT GROWTH: PILOT ATTITUDES

I. INTRODUCTION original  experimenta l  design could not be
maintained. For example, within the SAC environ-

Continuing inflation of equipraent and fuel ment , major reductio ns in UE flight time led to a
costs, coupled with cuthacks in military fmancial quick and positive acceptance of the WA program
and resource allocations , have recently directed as a means of main tain ing constant flight experi-
Air Force policy towards conservation by de- ence . For practical purposes, the test program had
creasing unit equipment (UE) flying in operational become operation al, and , therefore , the require-
squadrons. Aircraft simulator usage has con- ment for evaluation within that command was
comitantly increased, and, although simulators can withdrawn. The test pr ogram was continued
be successfully utilized to develop and maintain within the other commands; however , due to
many skills required of Air Force flight crews, f luc tuat ions  in operational needs, occasional
there has been some concern that certain pilot scheduling difficulties , and other minor problems,
skills cannot be trained or maintained within this tot al program stabilization was neve r achieved.
environment. It is possible that a general decre- These minor problems appear to represent the
ment in those abilities often termed “airmanship” type of obstacles expected whe,i any supple-
and a specific decrement in UE proficiency may mentary train ing program , such as the LCA
result from the reduction in UE fligh t time . program, is subject to restriction by more critical

Unpublished research conducted by C. j operational needs. Therefore , it is assumed that
Searock of Air Staff in 1975 suggests that small, Project Constant Growth accurately reflected the
low-cost aircraft (LCA) possessing night, instru- impact of an operational LCA program.
ment , and aerobatic capabilities might be used to One aspect of the LCA test program of interest
augment simulator and LIE time to provide for the to the Air Force was the attitudin al response of
development and maintenance of airmanship and participant pilots to the LCA concept in general,
LIE proficiency and still meet the goals of Air and to the test program in particular. The purpose
Force policy. To evaluate the potential of the LCA of this study was to assess whether a decrease in
concept , a low-cost aircraft augmentation test LIE flying time was perceived by participants as
program (called Project Constant Growth) was impacting on LIE proficiency, and whether supple.
conducted. As originally envisaged , the test pro- mentary flying time in an LCA could prove
gram would be a cooperative effort among the benef ic ia l  to maintaining pilot skills. Also
Strategic Air Command (SAC), Military Airli ft considered was whether positive or negative
Command (MAC), Tactical Air Command (TAC), transfer (i.e., whether experience in one type
Air Training Command (ATC), and Air Force aircra ft would help or hinder performance in
Systems Command (AFSC). The Air Force Human another type) could be expected and , finally, what
Resources Laboratory (AFHRL) from AFSC characteristics would be most desirable in an
would serve as an evaluative agency for the pro- “ideal low-cost aircraft.” To gather information
gra m, while pilot personnel from the other relevant to these issues, a “Low-Cost Aircraft
commands would directly participate in the test. Augmenta t ion  Test Program: Pilot Attitu de
For a period of one year , selected pilot personnel Survey” was constructed and administere d to the
wou ld supplement their UE flyin g time with participant pilots.
sorties flown in ATC T.37/ T.3 8 aircraft . All sorties
would be flow n with ATC instructor pilots having
aircraft command and procedures responsibilities . U. MET HOD
and all missions would be flown within the per-
f o r m a n c e / m a n u e v e r s  envelope of the ATC Sample Population
u ndergraduate  pilot tra ining (LIFT) syllabus . The sample was comprised of 66 rated
However , because of speci fic major comman d and person n el r eprese nting different operational
operationa l unit concerns , adherence to the -
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assignments and m~ or commands. From Travis the survey administration. Testing was conducted
Air Force Base, 27 MAC C-141 cargo transport in small groups requirin g 20 to 30 minutes per
co-pilots were selected. During the LCA tdt pro- group. A short verbal introduction describing
gram, their UE flight time was augmented with AFHRL involvement in the program was followed
additional time in the T-37 aircraft . Two test sites by the administration of the survey. Overall, there
were selected to represent TAC — Eglin Air Force appeared to be a substantial degree of squadron
Base, where a group of 14 F-4E pilots supplemented involvement in the program at both the opera-
their UE time with sorties flown in T-38 aircraft; tional and supervisory levels.
and Cannon Air Force Base, where 25 F-h iD Scoring and tabulation of the 66 subjects’pIlots also flew additional hours in the T-38. The responses were performed manually. DistributionalTravis, E~ in , and Cannon subgroups provided a analyses were made based on the percentagetotal of 

~~ distributions of the response alternatives. To allow
for more meaningful comparisons, raw dataSw~w Coi~truction responses for items 16 through 33 were collapsed

“The Low-Cost Aircraft Augmentation Test into the following categories:
Program: Pilot Attitude Survey” was constructed I . Beneficial : including raw data responses Aby AFHRL to assess participant pilot attitudinal (Very Beneficial) and B (Beneficial) ,
response to the WA concept in general and to the
WA test program in particular. During construc- 2. No Impact: including raw data responses C
lion, the following major areas of concern were (No Impact),
delineated: 3. Detr imental: including raw data responses

1. What, if any, was the effect of a reduction D (Detrimental) and E (Very Detrimental), and
in UE flying time, 4. Not applicable: including raw data

2. What would be the most beneficial method responses F (Not Applicable).
of countering any adverse effects (if any were
found),

Ill. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
3. Could the WA concept prove beneficial in

maintaining certain Pilot skillS, The total number of subjects responding to
4. What were the positive and negative aspects each item and the percentages of that number

of the WA test program, selecting each item option are presented in Table
5. What specific effect did various aspects of 1. From items I and 2, it appears that the m~ ori ty

the LCA test program have on LIE performance, of the participants have experienced a reduction in
and UE flight time in the last two years, which they

perceive as having some negative impact on their
6. What characteristics would be desirable in UE proficiency .

an “Ideal WA.”
Considering items 3 and 4, although the vastItems were constructed to obtain information majority of participants understood the rationale

relevant to these issues. Because of the small behind the LCA concept , the re was no clear
sample size, several open-ended options were made opinion expressed as to whether or not LCA fligh t
available to allow individualized responding. A time could help m ain tain LIE profi ciency.
copy of the final instrument is presented in However , on item 5, the majority indicated that , if
Appendix A. In compliance with a request from fur ther  reductions in UE fligh t time were
Hq TAC, items 8 and 10 were deleted fro m the mandated , either LCA flight time or a combh.a.
anrvey when administered to par~ticpants from tion of LCA and simulator time would best help
TAC. maintain UE proficiency. Eighteen percent of the

respondents to item 5 wrote in a personal
Pro~~dere response; typically a statement to the effect that

At the conclusion of the WA test period, any further cutbacks in UE flight time might
AFHRL personnel traveled to test sates to conduct

6 
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Tabk 1. Low-Cost Aircraft Augmentation Test Program:
Pilot Attitude Survey — Total Group Responses

Psrcsntag.
SuTVSY It.m i N of SubJscta

Has your uni t equipment (UE) flight t ime been reduced during the last two years?

A. Yes, by a considerable amount 57 46
B. Yes, by a small amoun t 46
C. No 8

2. If your UE flight time has been reduced , do you feel this has had any impact on
your proficiency in the LIE?

A. Yes, a considerab le negative impact 59 36
B. Yes, a small negative impact 46
C. No n oticeable impact 7
D. Yes, a positive impact o
E. My IJE flight time has not been reduced 11

3. The rationale beitind the LCA Program is to help pilots maintain their LIE flight
proficiency by supplementing UE flight time with time in low-cost aircraft. Was
this rationale explained to you?

A. Yes 66 97
B. No 3

4. Do y~ou think that ifight time in a low-cost aircraft can help you maintain your UE
flight proficiency ?

A. Yes 66 32
B. Unsure 32
C. No 36

5. If resource and fin ancial cutbacks (furthe r) restrict LIE flight time , which
alternative would best help you main tain your UE flight proficiency ?

A. Supplementary low-cost aircraft flight time 66 27
B. Additional liE simulator time
C. A combinati on of low-cost airc raft flight time and LI E simulator time 44
D. No additional trainin g woul d be necessary
E. Other 21

6. Has your participat ion in the LCA Test Prog ram had any impact on your morale?

A. Yes, a positive effect 66 41
B. Yes~ a negative effect 38
C. No 20

7
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Table 1 (Continued)

Sur vey t.n~ 
N of Sutis ots

7. Has your participation in the WA Test Program had any impact on your career?

A. Yes, a positive effect 65 11
B. Yes, a negative effect 9
C. No 80

8. Has the WA Program enabl ed you to concentrate on ar eas of weakne ss?

A. Yes 27 30
B. No 67
C. Unsure 3

9. Have the positive aspe cts of the pro gram outweighed the negative aspects?

A. Yes 65 55
B. No 45

10. Have your overall pilot skills increased because of the LCA Program?

A. Yes 27 67
B. No

i i .  Do you think the WA Prog ram would benefit other pilots?

A. Yes 64 82
B. No 12
C. Unsure 6

12. Was the WA Program what you expected?

A. Yes 66 32
B. No 67

13. Would you contin ue to participate in the WA Prog ram on a volunteer basis?

A. Yes 64 59
B. No 39
C. Un sure 2

14. Which of the following is yout LIE aircraft?

A. F4E 65 20
B. F- l l lD 38
C C-141 42
D. 8-52 0
B. KC-l35 0

8
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Table 1 (Continued)

Percentag e
Survey Items N of Subjects

15. Which additional aircraft did you fly as part of the LCA Program?

A. T-37 65 41
B. T-38 59

Impact on UE Performance:
Various Aspects of WA Test Program

Percentage of Subject s

Beneficial No Impact Det rimental N/A
Survey Items N %

16. Increased flyin g time 62 42 26 26 6
17. Opportunity to fly another aircraft 64 64 22 14 0
18. WA transition/aerobatic missions 66 41 50 8
19. LCA two ship formation missions 64 36 22 6 36
20. WA four ship formation missions 65 30 23 8 39
21. [CA cross-country missions 65 55 28 2 15
22. LCA instrument missions 62 60 26 8 6
23. Decreased “between flight time” 65 23 54 18 5
24. Flight without command responsibilities 65 3 48 43 6
25. Opportunity to practice tasks not possible in UE 65 45 35 9 11

Impact on Specific Aspects of LIE Perform ance

26. LIE instrument flying 66 45 35 9 11
27. liE weapons delivery 66 2 50 9 39
28. UE operating procedures proficiency 65 3 46 49 2
29. IJE formation flying 58 33 19 10 38
30. UE aircraft handling ability 65 17 48 35 0
31. Crew coordination in the LIE 63 10 65 25 0
32. Ability to stay ahead of liE 65 18 65 17 0
33. Your overall performance in the liE 65 29 42 29 0

Characteristics of an Ideal WA
Percentage of Subjects
Selecting Each OptIon

as Being Highly Duirablu

Similar to liE in size 8
Similar to LIE in flight performance 15
Similar to UE in cockpit configuration 13
Similar to LIE in instrumentation 15
Simple to fly 9
High degree of maneuve rability 11
Low operational cost 11
High degree of responsiveness to controls 7
Other 9

9
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seriously decrease LIE performance below accept- the LIE instrument flying (item 26), in contrast , a
able limits. substan tial percentage reported that they felt that

Responses to items 6 through 13 appear to the LCA program was detrimental to their UE
indicate a mixed, perhaps slightly positive attitude operating procedures proficiency (item 28).
towards the LCA test program. In particular , the Additionally, in evaluat ing the overall impact of
LCA program appears to have had no signifi cant the LCA program (item 33), the greatest percent-
effect on either the morale or careers of the age (42%) of the respondents indicated that the
participants, and less than one-third of the program had no impact , while equ al percentage s of
participants felt that the WA program enabled subjects (29%) reported either beneficial or
them to concentrate on areas of weakness (though, detrimental effects. This would seem to indicate
again, it should be noted that items 8 and 10 were that the participants felt that the test program had
administered only to subjects in the Travis group). limited usefulness to the participan ts, and that
However, slightly over half of the participants saw negative transfer on LIE operating procedures
the program’s positive aspects as outweighing the proficiency might prove to be a potentially serious
negative aspects, over two-thirds reported that by-product of the program.
their pilot skills had increased because of the On the last section of items, which descri be
program (item 10), and a large majori ty reported potential characteristics of an LCA, the data are
that the program would be of benefit to other presented in terms of the percentages of subjects
pilots. Additionally, the majority of participan ts who selected each option as an important
responded that they would volunteer to continue characteristic of the ideal LCA. These responses
participation in the program. It is interestin g that appear to indicate the opinion that the ideal [CA
two out of every three reported that the [CA would share with the operational UE aircraft
program was not what they had expected (item identical or nearly identical fight performance ,
12). This overall pattern of responses would cockpit configuration , and instrumentation . Of the
appear to imply that the [CA concept was 8.8 percent of the respondents who wrote a
considered potentially beneficial , but that the personal response , the majority could be typified
[CA test program did not fit the particular needs as desiring an LCA which would have the capa-
of the participants. bility to fly missions similar to the LIE . There was

Items 14 and 15 show the percentages of also some criticism expressed concerning the
subjects flying each UE and WA. For items 16 restraints involved in flyin g within the UPT
through 25, the subjects were asked to describe syllabus.
the impact of various aspects of the [CA program The responses of the Travi s, Cann on , and Eglin
on their LIE proficiency. Responses to these items subgrpups are presented in Table 2. The response
can be used to indicate the pilot’s opinion as to pattern of the Tra vis group appears quite similar to
which aspects of the test program were either the overall pattern , with the exception that the
beneficial or detrimental. The majori ty of the majority of the Travis respon dents indicated that
respondents indicated that the beneficial aspects they felt that the LCA program had a detrimental
of the program were: the opportunity to fly effect on their LIE aircraft handling ability (ite m
another aircraft (item 17), [CA instrument flights 30). This might result from a greater disparity
(Item 22), and [CA cross-country flights (item between control input and response between
21). A substantial  number of respondents C-l4 1 and T-37 aircraft than between either F-4E
Indicated that “flight without command responsi- or F- l 1 1D and T.38 aircraft . The Travis
bilities” (item 24) was detrimental, participants appeared to perceive an area of

For Items 26 through 33, the subjects were negative transfer of potentially serious propor-

asked to describe the impact of the [CA program tions, increasing in se riousness as the dissimilarity

on particular aspects of their UE performance. between liE and [CA aircraft increases.
Responses to these items can be used to in dicate The responses of the Cannon participants are
the pilot’s perception of areas of positive and also quite similar to the overall pattern except for
r~ gative transfer. While a substantial percen tage the indication that LCA two- and four-ship
reported that the [CA program was beneficial to formations (items 19 and 20) were particularly

10 
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Table 2. Low-Cost Aircraft Augmentation Test Program:
Pilot Attitude Survey — Subgroup Responses

Trav is AFB Cannon AFB £~ij n AFB
~‘ercenta~. Psrcsnt a.. Perce ntais

Survey Items of Subjects Of Subj ect s of Subjects

I . Has your unit equipment (UE) flight time been reduced
during the last two years?

A. Yes, by a considerable amount 57 40 0
B. Yes, by a small amount 39 52 15
C. No 4 8 85

2. If your LIE flight time has been reduce d , do you feel this has
had any impact on your proficiency in the liE?

A. Yes, a considerable negative impact 43 32 11
B. Yes, a small negative impact 46 52 11
C: No noticeable impact 7 8 0
D. Yes, a positive impact 0 0 0
E. My UE ifight time has not been reduce d 4 8 78

3. The rationale behind the [CA Program is to help pilots
maintain their LIE flight proficiency by supple menting tiE
flight time with time in low-cost airc raft. Was this rationale
explained to you?

~~~. Yes 93 100 100
B. No 7 0 0

4. Do you think that flight time in a low-cost aircraft can help
your maintain you r LIE flight proficiency?

A. Yes 36 40 8
B. Unsure 39 36 8
C. No 25 24 84

5. If resource and fmancial cutbacks (further) restrict liE fli ght
time, which alternative would lipst help you maintain your
UE flight proficiency?

A. Supplementary low-cost aircraft Iuight time 4 46 38
B. Additional UE simulator time 7 8 6
C. A combination of low-cost aircraft flight time and LIE

simulator time 79 31 0
D. No additional training would be necessary 0 0 6
E. Other 10 15 50

11
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Table 2 (Continued)

Travi s AFS Cannon AFS £~Un AFS
P.rcSflta~~ Psrcsnta . Psrcsntag.

Survey itsm s of Sublicts of Subjects of Subjs~~s

6. Has your participation in the WA Test Prog ram had any
impact on your morale?

A. Yes, a positive effect 51 40 23
B. Yes , a negative effect 37 36 46
C. No 12 24 31

7. Has your participation in the [CA Test Program had any
impact on your career?

A. Yes, a positive effect 19 8 0
B. Yes, a negat ive effect 11 12 0
C. No 70 80 100

8. Has the [CA Program enabled you to concentrate on areas of
weakness?

A. Yes 30 0 0
B. No 67 0 0
C. Unsure 3 0 0

9. Have the positive aspects of the prog ram outweighed the
negative aspects?

A. Yes 70 48 38
B. No 30 52 62

10. Have your overall pilot skills increased because of the [CA
program?

A. Yes 67 0 0
B. No 33 0 0

11. Do you think the [CA prog ram would benefit othe r pilots?

A. Yes 75 88 83
B. No 11 12 17
C. Unsure 14 0 0

12. Was the [CA program what you expected?

A. Yes 36 20 46
B. No 64 80 54

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ --~ --~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



Table 2 (Continued)

Travis AFB Cannon A~ B £ 5 n  AFS
Psrcsntag s Psrclnta e P,rcsnta~e -

Survey Items of Subjects of Subje cts of Subje cts

13. Would you contin ue to participate in the [CA program on a
volunteer basis?

A. Yes 71 60 23
B. No 25 32 77 -
C. No answer 4 8 0

14. Which of the following is your LIE aircraft?

A. F4E 0 0 100
B. F - l l l D  0 100 0
C. C-l4 l  100 0 0
D. ~-52 0 0 0
E. KC-l35 0 0 0

IS. Which additional aircraft did you fly as part of the [CA
program?

A. 1-37 100 0 0
B. 1-38 0 100 100

Impact on liE Perfonnance: Vanotas Aspects of LCA Program
Travis AFB 

— 
Cannon AFB EglIn AFB

Ban. No Detri- Bene- No Dit ri- Bane- No Oath-
f idal impact mental N/A f icla l Impact mental N/A ficlal impact mental N/A

Survey Items S S S S S S S S S S S S

16. Increased flying time 22 IS 48 15 48 44 8 0 62 31 7 0
17. Opportunity to fly

anothe r aircraft 70 19 ii 0 60 24 16 0 58 25 17 0
18. LCA traiss ition /aero.

batic missions 48 44 4 4 42 50 8 0 23 62 15 0
19. LCA two ship form-

ation missions 0 IS 0 85 64 20 12 4 54 38 8 0
20. LCA four ship form-

ation missions 0 15 0 85 56 20 16 8 46 46 8 0
21. LCA cross-country

miss ions 85 IS 0 0 32 28 4 36 38 54 0 8
22. LC A instrument

missions 85 15 0 0 24 44 16 16 61 31 8 0
23. Decrease d “ between

fli gh ttime ” II 74 11 4 44 48 8 0 8 23 46 23
24. Flight without

command
reapo naih il i l ies 4 59 30 7 0 36 60 4 8 46 38 8

25. Opportunity to
pract ice taSka not
possible in UE 52 33 7 8 56 28 8 8 8 54 15 23

26. UE instrument flying 44 33 22 0 24 60 16 0 43 SO 7 0
21. UE weapon s del ivery 0 19 7 14 4 72 16 8 0 83 0 17
28. IJ E operatin g procedures

pro fi ciency 0 37 59 4 8 44 411 0 0 69 3) 0
29. UE formation flying 0 14 4 82 56 28 16 0 38 S4 8 0
30. UL aircraft handling

L

ability IS 33 52 0 28 36 36 0 0 100 0 0
31. Crew coor dination In

the UE IS 74 II 0 8 50 42 0 0 69 23 8
32. Ability to stay ahead

• of UE 22 48 30 0 24 68 8 0 0 92 8 0
33. Your overal l performance

in th e UE 4 1 18 41 0 24 52 24 0 15 69 16 0
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Table 2 (Continued)

Travi s AFB Cannon AFI EgStn AFS
S S

Characteristics of Ideal [CA

Similar to LIE in size 11
Similar to UE in flight performance 15 17 13
Similar to UE in cockpit configuration 16 11 12
Similar to UE in instrumentation 16 16 13
Slmple to fly 10 9 9
I~gh degree of maneuverability 10 12 12
Low operational cost 11 14 10
111gb degree of responsiveness to controls 7 7 9
Other — Similar mission, longer range, command experience, same

procedures, cockpit comfort, hydraulic similarities, acrobatic
capabilities, yoke similarity, instrument similarities. 5

Other — Similar to UE mission profile i.e., low level , bombing
delivery 9

Cross-country 1
— Cars)’ crew to build coordination

Other — Same mission profile as UE, i.e., weapons delivery 11
— Maintenance free
— More maneuverability I

beneficial . The responses of the Eglin group appear eliminate any areas of negative transfer. Two
to be the most negative towards both the LCA possible sources of remediation would be either
concept and the test program (e.g., itenu 4, 9, and the procurement of LCAs duplicating particular
13). This group also showed the least reduction in UE aircraft or, more reasonably, selection of an
UE flight time, and, as an operational squadron, [CA which can be utilized to fly missions similar
were flying at close to the maximum possible to those undertaken in the LIE. For example,
extent. According to the data, when UE flight participants from cargo transport squadrons might
time is readily available, additional flight duties in concentrate primarily on cross.country and instru-
$ supplementary aircraft would seem und enrab le. ment flights, while participants from squadrons

Overall, the following impressions result from flying fighter-bombe r aircraft might utilize the
the survey response. Reductions in UE flight time LC A for low-level navigation practice. Some

can result in a perceived decrease in UE profici- attempt was made durin g Project Constan t growth

ency. It may be possible that additional supple- to tailor the i-CA flights to correspond to $tfferent

mentaly flight time in a low cost aircraft might LIE missions; however , due to the maneuve rs/
help maintain certain pilot skills. Howeve r , within performance limitations of the Alt UPT syllabus,

the confines of this test program, limited benefits this was not totally possible. A possibly beneficial

were perceived by participants, and there were extension of the program would include

Indications of potentially serious ~~~~~~ 
maneuvers outside the liFT syllabus. Due to the

involving negative transfer. It appears that ~~~~ 
proficiency leve l of participant pilots, such

ta~odng of the program should be undertaken to restrictions may not be truly necessary.

Increase those sources of positive transfer and to

14 
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In sUmm ary, the pilot attitudinal data appear to aircraft , do not necessarily represent a worthwhile
reflect that the low cost aircraft concept is t raining aid. Any positive aspects of such a
potentially beneficial , but , that in the present test program could possibly be negated by the detri-
program form, it is of limited usefulness to the mental  effects perceived in LIE operational
participants, procedures proficiency. However , where LIE flight

time has been substantially reduced , [CA sorties
probably do represen t a useful method of

IV. RECOMMENDATIONS maintaining some pilot skills. If the m~ dmum
positive results are to be obtained , then either the

Based on pilot attitudes, it would appear that [CA or its mission capability should duplicate that
when sufficient UE flight time is available, addi- of its UE counterpart to the greatest possible
tional sorties flown in supplementary, or ’non-UE extent.

15 
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APPENDIX A: LOW-COST AIRCRAFT AUGMENT ATION TEST PROG RAM:
PILOT ATTITUDE SURVEY

17

/ I ~ 

— —

~~~ 

- - 
&_

,
~ 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ — 

- - 
—

~~~CgDI!O pth~&A1*c..Myr 7UII~D,
- - - ‘—~

_
~~~

__ ‘
~~~1

_ 
~~~ 

-- - - -— -~~~~~~~~~.-~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~~ .- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



- ~~~~~~~~ - _ ,, _~~~ ~ -.- - ---.- s’-~-~,---,-- --.— r ., ’~

LOW-COST AIRCRAFT AUGMENTATION TEST PROG RAM :
PILOT AT~ITIJDE SURVEY

The following survey was designed to allow you to express your impressions regarding the Low.Cost
Aircraft ([CA) Test Program. Pilot attitudes will be a major consideration when decisions are made about
the worth , modification , and continuance of this prograni. Therefore , please be sure to give your honest
response to the items below. Your replies will be kept in strict confiden ce and will in no way affect your
service career.

In this first section, please answer the 5. If resou rce and financial cutbacks (further)
following questions by putting a check in the restrict LIE flight time, which alternative
space to the left of the appropriate response. would best help you maintain your UE flight

proficiency?
Has your unit equipment (LIE) flight time
been reduced during the last two years? _A. Supplementary low-cost aircraft

flight time
A. Yes, by a considerable amount _B. Additional LJE simulator time

_B. Yes, by a small amount _C. A combination of low.cost
_C. No aircraft flight time and LIE

simulator lime
2. If your LIE flight time has been reduced, do I). No additional training would be

you feel this has had any impact on your necessary
profIciency in the IJE? _E. Other (Specify)

A. Yes , a considerable negative
impact

_B. Yes, a small negative impact 6. Has your participation in the LCA Test
C. No noticeable impact Program had any impact on your morale?

_,~,,,
D. Yes, a positive impact

_E. My UE flight time has not been _A. Yes, a positive effect
reduced _B. Yes, a negative effect

C. No
3. The rationale behind the [CA Program is to

help pilots maintain their UP fligh t 7. Has your participation in the [CA Test
proficiency by supplmentin g UE flight time Program had any impact on your career?
with time in low-cost aircraft. Was this
rati onale explained to you? _A. Yes, a positive effect

_B. Yes, a negative effect
A. Yes _C. No
B. No

8. Has the [CA Program enabled you to
4. Do you thin k that flight time in a low-cost concentrate on areas of weakness?

aircraft can help you maintain your UE
flight proficiency? _A. Yes

B. No
~,,,,,.,. A. Yes _C. Unsure

B. LInsure
C. No

18 
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9. Have the postive aspects of the program In this section , select the most approp riate
outweighted the negative aspects? response from those listed below and place the

letter represen ting that response in the space to
____

j  the left of each item .
_~~~B~ No A. Very Beneficial

B. Beneficial
10. Have your overall pilot skills increased C. No Impact

because of the [CA Program? D. Detrimen tal
E. Very Detrimental

_A. ~~~~~~ F. Not Applicable
ft No

On these items, describe the impact on your
11. Do you think the i-CA Program would LIE proficiency resultin g from these aspects of the

benefit othe.r pilots? LCA Test Program.

_A. Yes 16. _Increased flying lime
_B. No 1 7. Opportunity to fly another aircraft

18. _____[CA t ransition/acrobatic missions
12. Was the [CA Program what you expected? 19. _LCA two ship formation missions

20. ___ LCA four ship form ation missions
_A. Yes 21. _LCA cross country missions
_B. No 22. _LCA instrumen t missions

23. _____Decreased “between fligh t time”
13. Would you continue to participate in the 24. ,__ F I i  g h t w i t  h o u t c o m m an d

WA Pr ogram on a volunteer basis? responsibilities
25. _Opportunity to practice tasks not

,,, ~
,,,,, A. Yes possible in (JE

ft No
_C. Unsure On these ite ms, describe the impact the WA

program has had on these aspects of your
14. Which of the following is your UP aircraft? performance in the UE.

_A. F.4E 26. UE instrument flying
,, ,, ,,, , ,,B. F-Il ID 27. LIE weapons delive ry
_C. C441 28. ,,,,, ,,,,,,,_LIE operating procedu res proficien cy
_D. B-52 29. _UE formation flying
,,,,,_,,,,E. KC 13S 30. _____LIE aircraft handling ability

31. _Crew coordination in the UE
15. WhIch additional aircraft did you fly as Part 32. ____ Ability to stay ahead of LIE

of the i-CA Program? 33. ,, , ,, Your overall performance in the LI E

A. T-37
ft 1-38
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In this section, we would like your opinions Finally, please make an y addi tional
as to what characteristics would be most comments you feel should be considered in
important for the “Ideal Low-Cost Aircraft.” evaluating the i-CA Test Program.
Please rank from I (Most important) to 5 (Least
Importan t), the fIve characteristics you would ______________________________________

wan t to have in the ideal LCA. ________________________________

RANK 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Similar to LIE in size 
___________________________

_Simllar to UP in flight performance
_Similar to LIE in cockpit configuration
_Similar to LIE in instrumentation
_SimpIe to fly
~_High degree of maneuverability

Low operation al cost
_Hi gh degree of responsi veness to

controls
_Other (Specify)___________
_Other (Specify)
_Other (Specify)____________
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